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Abstract

Language models (LMs) should provide reliable confidence estimates to help users detect
mistakes in their outputs and defer to human experts when necessary. Asking a language
model to assess its confidence (“Score your confidence from 0-1.”) is a natural way of
evaluating its uncertainty. However, models struggle to provide absolute assessments of
confidence (i.e. judging confidence in answering a question independent of other questions)
and the coarse-grained scores they produce are not useful for evaluating the correctness of
their answers. We propose relative confidence estimation, where we match up questions
against each other and ask the model to make relative judgments of confidence (“Which
question are you more confident in answering correctly?”). Treating each question as a
“player” in a series of matchups against other questions and the model’s preferences as match
outcomes, we can use rank aggregation methods like Elo rating and Bradley-Terry to translate
the model’s confidence preferences into confidence scores. We evaluate relative confidence
estimation against absolute confidence estimation and self-consistency confidence methods on
five state-of-the-art LMs—GPT-4, GPT-4o, Gemini 1.5 Pro, Claude 3.5 Sonnet, and Llama
3.1 405B—across 14 challenging STEM, social science, and commonsense reasoning question
answering tasks. Our results demonstrate that relative confidence estimation consistently
provides more reliable confidence scores than absolute confidence estimation, with average
gains of 3.5% in selective classification AUC over direct absolute confidence estimation
methods and 1.7% over self-consistency approaches across all models and datasets.

1 Introduction

To ensure users can make informed decisions when interpreting outputs from language models (LMs), it is
crucial to develop methods for accurately gauging their confidence. Language models are widely deployed, yet
they remain prone to errors in their outputs. For instance, even state-of-the-art models like GPT-4o and Llama
3.1 405B struggle to solve challenging datasets such as GPQA (Rein et al., 2023) and MATH (Hendrycks
et al., 2021b). To help users detect mistakes in their generations, models should provide reliable confidence
estimates, signaling when their responses are more likely to be incorrect. By leveraging these estimates, users
can disregard low-confidence answers or seek expert opinions.

Since users primarily engage with chatbots like ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2022) through language, asking language
models to gauge their confidence is a natural tool. A straightforward approach to this is absolute confidence
estimation—–asking the model to directly rate its confidence without further context or grounding, e.g.,
“How confident are you on a scale of 0-1?” However, Shrivastava et al. (2023) find that absolute confidences
can be too coarse-grained and lack discriminative power. For example, GPT-4 produces the same confidence
score of 0.9 for 50% of examples across 12 datasets, limiting its ability to distinguish between correct and
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Figure 1: Relative Confidence Estimation. We first prompt models to elicit their answers to different
questions. For each question qi, we match qi with n other questions qj and generate confidence preference data.
We ask the model to compare its level of confidence in the pair of questions and decide which question it is
more confident in answering correctly. We treat the questions and answers as “players” in these matchups and
the confidence preferences as match outcomes. Leveraging rank aggregation techniques used in competitive
games, such as Elo rating, we translate the model’s confidence preferences into confidence scores.

incorrect answers. This may be due to a lack of realistic examples of confidence estimation in training data.
For example, Zhou et al. (2023) find that many examples in the Pile dataset use hyperbolic terms like “I am
100% confident,” rather than providing more nuanced estimates.

We introduce relative confidence estimation, as an alternative to absolute confidence estimation. Rather
than asking models to rate their confidence on an answer to a single question, we ask them to compare
confidence across different questions: “Which question are you more confident in answering correctly?”.
Relative comparisons are used in many scenarios as an easier alternative to absolute judgments. For instance,
in RLHF, annotators assess which generation is better, rather than assigning direct scores (Ouyang et al.,
2022). Kadavath et al. (2022) also show that LMs are better at making relative judgments of correctness by
comparing multiple sampled outputs, rather than verifying a single generation. To the best of our knowledge,
ours is the first study to explore confidence estimation through relative comparisons.

Figure 1 illustrates our method. To estimate confidence for a language model’s answers to questions q1, q2, ...,
qn, we generate confidence preference data by pairing each question qi with another question qj and asking
the model, “Which question are you more confident in answering correctly, qi or qj?” We repeat this n times
for each question to gather pairwise confidence preferences. We then convert these preferences into confidence
scores, treating this as a rank aggregation problem—determining scores or rankings from a set of partial
and potentially inconsistent comparisons. Leveraging well-established solutions to rank aggregation like Elo
rating (Elo, 1978), Bradley-Terry (Bradley & Terry, 1952), and TrueSkill (Herbrich et al., 2006), we translate
these relative judgments of confidence into confidence scores.

We compare relative confidence estimation to state-of-the-art absolute confidence estimation methods. For
absolute confidence estimates, we study direct prompting—eliciting model confidence through a single
prompt—and self-consistency prompting—repeatedly prompting the model for its confidence and aggregating
the results into a single score through post-processing (Xiong et al., 2023).

Our goal is to produce reliable confidence estimates that can allow users to detect potentially incorrect
answers from the model, so we study the selective classification AUC which measures how accurate the model
is if it is allowed to abstain on some (low-confidence) examples. Additionally, we also report the AUROC
(Table 7) to understand how well confidence scores can distinguish between correct and incorrect examples.
We evaluate relative confidence estimation on five state-of-the-art models—–Llama 3.1 405B, GPT-4, Gemini
1.5 Pro, GPT-4o, and Claude 3.5 Sonnet—on 14 challenging multiple-choice question answering tasks (GPQA,
MedQA, TruthfulQA, OpenbookQA, SIQA, and 8 diverse MMLU datasets).

Our approach matches or outperforms both direct confidence estimation and self-consistency methods for 4
out of 5 of these models (for Claude 3.5 Sonnet relative confidences slightly underperform self-consistency
methods). For GPT-4o, we see 3.2% and 1.8% improvements respectively in AUC. For Llama 3.1 405B, we
observe a 6.1% improvement in the selective classification AUC over direct prompting and 4.9% gain over
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self-consistency. Similar improvements are observed with the other models (Section 5). Our findings highlight
the efficacy of relative confidences and introduce a new way of thinking about confidence estimation.

2 Setup

Task. We follow the experimental setup described in (Shrivastava et al., 2023). For a given input x, let ŷ(x)
represent the model’s output and y(x) represent the gold label. R(ŷ, y) is the ground truth correctness of
ŷ(x). Since we work with multiple choice tasks, R(ŷ, y) = 1{ŷ(x) = y(x)}.

Figure 2: Direct Confidence Prompt Instruction.
Asks the model to directly score its confidence in its

answer to a question.

C(x, ŷ) ∈ [0, 1] is the model’s confidence in ŷ(x) be-
ing the correct output for x. Our goal is to derive reli-
able confidence estimates from language models—i.e.
higher C(x, ŷ) where R(ŷ, y) is 1 and lower C(x, ŷ)
where R(ŷ, y) is 0. Reliable confidence estimates
can help prioritize high-confidence outputs and defer
low-confidence cases to human experts.

Metrics. We measure the reliability of confidence
estimates through selective classification and focus
on studying the AUC (El-Yaniv & Wiener, 2010;
Liang et al., 2022), area under the selective accuracy-
coverage curve. The AUC measures the accuracy of
a model if it is allowed to abstain on low-confidence inputs. The selective accuracy A(c) is the accuracy of
the model on the top c fraction of examples it is most confident about. AUC is computed by aggregating the
selective accuracy A(c) across all c. We compute the AUC as described by (Shrivastava et al., 2023), adding
a small amount of Gaussian noise to each confidence score to allow for tie-breaking across different examples
with the same confidence score. For a model with reliable confidence estimates, accuracy on a dataset should
increase by abstaining on a larger fraction of low-confidence examples.

Figure 3: Relative Confidence Prompt. Asks
model to compare its confidence in two questions.

Additionally, we also report the AUROC (Hendrycks
& Gimpel, 2017; Xiong et al., 2023), area under
the receiver operating characteristic curve, in Ap-
pendix A.2. AUROC is a standard classification met-
ric used to measure how well a model can separate
correct and incorrect examples at different thresh-
olds. In our setting, we use the outputted confidence
scores as the thresholds for measuring AUROC.

Expected calibration error (ECE) (Guo et al., 2017a;
Naeini et al., 2015) is also a standard metric to measure how closely a model’s confidence matches its accuracy.
However, ECE does not assess a model’s ability to discriminate between correct and incorrect answers—a
model with accuracy 0.5 can achieve perfect ECE by outputting a confidence of 0.5 for all of its answers.
Therefore, we focus our results on the AUC.

Datasets. We measure the quality of confidence estimates produced by the model on 14 challenging
multiple-choice question answering datasets: GPQA (Rein et al., 2023), MedQA (Jin et al., 2021), TruthfulQA
(TQA) (Lin et al., 2021), CommonsenseQA (CSQA) (Talmor et al., 2019), OpenbookQA (OBQA) (Mihaylov
et al., 2018), SIQA (Sap et al., 2019), and eight diverse MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2021a) datasets—professional
law (Law), business ethics (Ethics), conceptual physics (Physics), econometrics (Econ), abstract algebra
(Algebra), college chemistry (Chem), computer security (Security), and US Foreign Policy (Policy). We
evaluate on 250 examples from the test set of each dataset. We tune the hyperparameters of our approach
on a small heldout set for each task, when available, or otherwise use a fixed set of hyperparameters. See
Appendix A.3 for more details.

Models. We evaluate our approach on five state-of-the-art models—Llama 3.1 405B (Dubey et al., 2024),
GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023), Gemini 1.5 Pro (Team et al., 2024), GPT-4o (OpenAI, 2024), and Claude 3.5
Sonnet (Anthropic, 2024).

3



3 Absolute Confidence Estimation

Confidence estimation is often done in an absolute setting, where a model assesses its confidence C(x, ŷ)
independently for each example x. Using a model’s log probabilities as a measure of its confidence is a common
absolute confidence estimation technique. We focus on linguistic confidence estimation, where a user interacts
with a model in natural language to assess its confidence, without assuming access to a model’s internal
representations or outputted log probabilities. Linguistic confidence estimation is becoming increasingly
important as users interact with language models through chat interfaces, and several state-of-the-art models
such as Claude 3.5 Sonnet and Gemini 1.5 Pro provide only API-level access to users.

We compare relative confidence estimation to two popular absolute linguistic confidence estimation methods:

Direct Confidence Prompting. We zero-shot prompt the language model with an instruction to answer
the question and provide a confidence estimate for that answer. Both the answer and confidence are outputted
in a single generation, greedily with T = 0. Shrivastava et al. (2023) study several different instructions for
direct confidence prompting including asking the model to rate its confidence on different numerical scales, to
reason about its confidence level with a chain of thought, and describe its confidence in words (e.g. “not
sure”, “sure”, and “very sure”). We use the direct confidence prompt from Shrivastava et al. (2023) resulting
in the highest selective classification AUC across multiple language models. This prompt asks the model
to rate its confidence on a scale of 0-1 and provides fake few-shot examples to allow the model to better
understand the task. See Figure 2 for the prompt instruction and Appendix A.4 for the full prompt.

Self-Consistency Confidence Prompting. Xiong et al. (2023) present an extension to direct confidence
prompting where motivated by work on self-consistency prompting (Wang et al., 2022), multiple answers and
confidences are sampled for a given question to get a more robust confidence estimate. These answers and
confidences are aggregated via a post-processing procedure to produce a single answer and confidence score
from the samples. See Xiong et al. (2023) for more details on the aggregation procedure. We follow the
same procedure as Xiong et al. (2023)—prompting the model multiple times per question to sample different
answers and confidences using the prompt in Figure 2 (full prompt in Appendix A.4), then aggregating these
samples through their post processing technique. We sample at T = 0.7 and report results for 15 samples.

4 Relative Confidence Estimation

Linguistic confidence estimation, where a model is prompted to assess its own confidence, is typically done
through absolute estimation methods, in which the model independently gauges its confidence for each
question. However, without clear training examples demonstrating how to estimate confidence, the model
may struggle to distinguish between different confidence levels (e.g., 85% vs. 90%) and generate appropriate
scores. In contrast, it may be easier for the model to compare its confidence across different questions, making
a simpler, binary judgment about whether it is more or less confident in answering one question versus
another. This approach provides more grounding, as confidence is evaluated relative to another question,
rather than globally assessed via a direct score. By aggregating many such relative comparisons, we can still
derive global confidence estimates (e.g., determining whether a question is one the model is highly confident
in answering correctly).

We propose relative confidence estimation, where the model compares pairs of questions, along with its
answers, and provides preference judgments on which question it is more confident in answering correctly.
Given a set of m questions and their corresponding answers, our task is to elicit pairwise confidence preferences
and use these preferences to derive meaningful confidence scores for each question. This process involves two
stages: Confidence Preference Data Generation (Section 4.1) and Rank Aggregation (Section 4.2).

4.1 Confidence Preference Data Generation

To generate confidence preference data, we employ the following procedure: for each question i, pair it with
a randomly selected question j ̸= i. The model compares the two questions, alongside its answers to the
questions, and is then asked which one it feels more confident about answering correctly (Figure 3). The
answer for each question is obtained using the same prompt used for direct confidence prompting (Figure 2).
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Algorithm 1 Confidence Preference
Data Generation

1: Input: Q = {q1, q2, . . . , qm}
2: pref_data← ∅
3: for each qi ∈ Q do
4: for k = 1 to n do
5: Randomly select qj ∈ Q \ qi

6: winner ← Model(prompt, qi, qj)
7: if winner = qi then Append (i, j) to

pref_data
8: else Append(j, i) to pref_data
9: end if

10: end for
11: end for
12: Output: pref_data

Algorithm 2 Elo Rating
1: Input: pref_data, K, n
2: S = [1000, 1000, ..., 1000]
3: for i = 1 to num_iters do
4: for each d in pref_data do
5: (w, l)← d

6: P (w wins)← 1
1 + 10(S[l]−S[w])/K

7: P (l wins)← 1
1 + 10(S[w]−S[l])/K

8: S[w]← S[w] + K × (1− P (w wins))
9: S[l]← S[l]−K × P (l wins)

10: end for
11: end for
12: Output: S

This process is repeated n times for each question i, pairing it with different questions j and recording the
model’s preferences (Algorithm 1). The result is a list of confidence preference judgments (i, j) indicating the
model was more confident in answering question i than question j (or (j, i) if model preferred question j to i).

Once this data is gathered, we move to the next step: aggregating these preferences to rank questions by
confidence and using this to produce confidence scores (Section 4.2).

4.2 Rank Aggregation

Confidence preference data provides partial rankings of questions based on confidence. For instance, given
questions 1, 2, and 3, the model may indicate 3 > 2 and 2 > 1. These partial rankings can be aggregated into
a total ordering of questions by confidence, enabling the derivation of question-level confidence scores. This
process, known as rank aggregation, is well-studied in social choice theory for voting, consensus formation,
and preference aggregation (Arrow, 1951; Tideman, 1987; Kemeny & Snell, 1978; Dwork et al., 2001).

Algorithm 3 Bradley-Terry MLE
1: function bradley_terry_ll(θ, pref_data)
2: S ← exp(θ)
3: ℓ(θ; pref_data) = 0
4: for each d in pref_data do
5: (w, l)← d

6: P (w wins)← S[w]
S[w] + S[l]

7: ℓ(θ; pref_data)← ℓ(θ; pref_data)
8: + log P (w wins)
9: end for

10: Output: −ℓ(θ; pref_data) + λ
2

∑n
i=1 θ2

i

11: end function
12:
13: Input: pref_data
14: θ = [0, 0, ..., 0]
15: minimize(bradley_terry_ll, θ, pref_data, BFGS)
16: S ← exp(θ)
17: Output: S

The ideal ranking would place all correctly answered
questions above incorrectly answered ones, reflecting
a calibrated model’s confidences. With a complete
set of noiseless comparisons–—where correctly an-
swered questions are consistently preferred—–a total
ordering could be derived by straightforward sort-
ing. However, our confidence preference data is noisy
(e.g., incorrectly answered questions are sometimes
preferred), inconsistent (e.g., occasional circular pref-
erences among questions), and incomplete (limited
to n comparisons per question for tractability).

Given these challenges, we aim to approximate the
best total ordering that represents the confidence
preference data while being robust to noise, inconsis-
tency, and incompleteness. While finding the optimal
total ordering (Kemeny-optimal solutions (Kemeny
& Snell, 1978)) is NP-hard, efficient approximation
algorithms can provide practical solutions.

We explore three popular algorithms to perform rank
aggregation and assign confidence scores based on
our preference data: Elo rating, TrueSkill, and Bradley-Terry. These algorithms are typically used to score
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player skill levels in tournament-style games based on matchup data. In this setting, each question is treated
as a “player” engaging in matchups with other questions, where the model’s confidence preferences dictate
the outcomes of these matches.

Elo Rating. Elo rating (Elo, 1978) is commonly used in games like chess and leverages matchup data
between players to iteratively update player ratings in an online learning fashion. We start by assigning all
questions identical scores. For any pair of questions i and j, the probability of i “winning” the matchup is
modeled as a logistic function of i and j’s current scores si, sj . K determines how sensitive the player scores
are to match outcomes.

P (i wins) = 1
1 + 10(si−sj)/K

(1)

After each matchup the scores are adjusted based on how significantly the estimated win probabilities deviated
from the true outcome (i.e. the model’s preference)—surprising outcomes (low-confidence wins) lead to more
substantial score changes. We iterate over the confidence preference data multiple times to ensure score
convergence. See Algorithm 2 for more details.

TrueSkill. TrueSkill (Herbrich et al., 2006) is a Bayesian model designed for ranking players in competitive
games. It is an extension of the Elo rating system that represents each player’s skill score as a normal
distribution, with the mean (µ) indicating the best estimate of their current score and the variance (σ)
reflecting the model’s uncertainty about that score. After each matchup between a pair of questions, the
mean and variance of each question’s scores are updated based on the difference between the expected result
and the true outcome. The TrueSkill model uses factor graphs to represent the probabilistic relationships
between player skill levels. A belief propagation algorithm is used on the factor graph to update beliefs
about players’ skills based on match outcomes. As more matchup data is processed for each question, the
uncertainty (σ) decreases, refining the estimate of the question’s score over time. We leverage the trueskill
Python package as the implementation of this technique.

Bradley-Terry. The Bradley-Terry model (Bradley & Terry, 1952) is a probabilistic framework
for modeling pairwise comparisons, commonly used in ranking tasks. It provides an alternate means of
modeling the probability of question i winning a matchup against question j, based on their underlying
scores. Bradley-Terry estimates the probability that question i wins over question j as:

P (i wins) = si

si + sj
(2)

where si and sj are the scores for question i and j. These scores are optimized using maximum likelihood
estimation (MLE), with L2 regularization applied to control for overfitting and mitigate the impact of
noisy comparisons. Bradley-Terry uses a different estimate of the player win probability than Elo rating.
Additionally unlike Elo, which updates scores iteratively after each comparison, the Bradley-Terry model
optimizes the scores holistically, taking all pairwise comparisons into account simultaneously. We use the
BFGS algorithm to perform this optimization. See Algorithm 3 for more details.

We optimize the rank aggregation hyperparameters using a small held out set (Appendix A.3). Fi-
nally, we normalize the confidence scores to a range of 0-1 using min-max normalization.

5 Results

Relative confidences outperform absolute confidences. We compare relative confidence estimates with
absolute confidence estimates using direct prompting and self-consistency prompting, and report gains over
the best relative confidence approach for each model. Across 14 datasets, relative confidence estimates boost
AUC over direct prompting by 6.1% for Llama 3.1 405B, 4.1% for GPT-4, 3.2% for Gemini 1.5 Pro, 3.2%
for GPT-4o, and 1.1% for Claude 3.5 Sonnet (Figure 4). Compared to self-consistency prompting, relative
confidence raises AUC by 4.9% for Llama 3.1 405B, 1.0% for GPT-4, 0.8% for Gemini 1.5 Pro, and 1.8%
for GPT-4o (Figure 4). For Claude 3.5 Sonnet, relative confidences slightly underperform self-consistency
prompting (by 0.1%). See Table 1 and Table 3 respectively for the dataset-level AUC results on Llama
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Figure 4: Selective Classification AUC Across Models. For each model, we plot the selective classification
AUC averaged across the 14 tasks for each confidence estimation method. The absolute confidence estimation
baselines—direct prompting (Direct) and self-consistency (Hybrid SC)—are indicated in blue, while relative
confidence estimation with different rank aggregation methods is in green (Elo Rating, TrueSkill, Bradley-
Terry). For Llama 3.1 405B, GPT-4, Gemini 1.5 Pro, and GPT-4o, relative confidence estimates outperform
both the direct and hybrid SC absolute confidence baselines. For Claude 3.5 Sonnet, relative confidences
outperform direct prompting but slightly underperform self-consistency prompting.

3.1 405B and GPT-4o, and Appendix A.1 for dataset-level results for the other models. Overall, relative
confidence improves confidence estimation for 4 of the 5 state-of-the-art models, with Llama 3.1 405B seeing
the largest gains, followed by the GPT-4 models and Gemini 1.5 Pro. While confidence estimates for Claude
3.5 Sonnet also improve over direct prompting, the gains are smaller due to Sonnet’s ability to make good
absolute judgments of confidence.

Does chain of thought improve confidence estimates? We experiment with augmenting rel-
ative confidence judgments in GPT-4o with chains of thought (CoTs). We update the relative confidence
prompt for confidence preference data generation (Algorithm 1) by asking the model to reason about
which question it is more confident in (Appendix A.4). We apply Elo rating, the best rank aggregation
algorithm for GPT-4o, to the CoT confidence preference data to generate confidence scores. However,
the CoT confidence estimates fail to improve performance and lead to worse outcomes when the model
hallucinates evidence, becoming confident in both options. Overall, incorporating CoTs slightly decreases
GPT-4o’s AUC averaged over datasets, from 87.2% to 86.8% while also requiring more inference-time compute.

How important are answers in determining confidence? We investigate how important it
is for a model to see its own answer to a question in order to gauge its confidence level in correctly answering
the question. To assess this, we modify the relative confidence prompt, asking GPT-4o to judge which of the
two questions is more difficult for it to answer correctly, without providing it access to its own answers to
these questions. See Appendix A.4 for the exact prompt. We then apply the same rank aggregation methods
to this difficulty preference data and produce confidence scores. This approach drops the average AUC for
relative confidence estimation with Elo rating by 5.3% from 87.2% to 81.9%, emphasizing that access to its
own answers significantly enhances the model’s relative confidence judgments. Nevertheless, even without
answers, relative confidence judgments are only 2.1% less reliable than absolute confidence assessments with
answers (81.9% vs 84%), suggesting that models are still reasonably good at judging a question’s difficulty,
even before answering it.

7



Category Dataset Direct Hybrid SC Elo Rating TrueSkill Bradley-Terry
GPQA 0.356 0.293 0.453 0.454 0.451
MedQA 0.864 0.859 0.914 0.918 0.915
OBQA 0.926 0.959 0.970 0.969 0.968
Physics 0.862 0.793 0.907 0.934 0.938
Algebra 0.378 0.448 0.467 0.466 0.476
Chem 0.585 0.486 0.747 0.751 0.746

STEM

Security 0.861 0.899 0.895 0.910 0.908
Law 0.749 0.747 0.813 0.834 0.825

Ethics 0.889 0.963 0.922 0.922 0.917
Econ 0.711 0.703 0.778 0.770 0.748Social Sciences

Policy 0.961 0.993 0.989 0.987 0.990
TQA 0.861 0.899 0.876 0.874 0.877
CSQA 0.837 0.920 0.865 0.868 0.870Commonsense

Reasoning SIQA 0.830 0.879 0.868 0.867 0.871
Average 0.762 0.774 0.819 0.823 0.821

Table 1: Llama 3.1 405B AUCs All Methods. We show the dataset-level results for Llama 3.1 405B, for
the Direct and Hybrid SC absolute confidence baselines and for relative confidence estimation with different
rank aggregation methods (Elo Rating, TrueSkill, Bradley-Terry). Relative confidences outperform absolute
confidences for all STEM datasets, whereas absolute confidences with self-consistency (Hybrid SC) work best
for commonsense reasoning tasks. Overall, relative confidences with TrueSkill rank aggregation lead to a
6.1% improvement over direct prompting and a 4.9% improvement over self-consistency prompting.

# Model Calls % Gains GPT-4o % Gains Llama 3.1
5 0.9% 2.2%
10 1.8% 3.2%
15 1.8% 4.9%

Table 2: Gains by scaling up comparisons. We re-
port the gains of relative confidence estimation over self-
consistency across different numbers of model calls.

Does scaling up comparisons help? We
hypothesize that increasing the number of
relative confidence comparisons per question
would lead to a better ranking of questions
by confidence, and more reliable confidence
scores. To test this, we scale up the number
of judgments, going from 5 to 10 to 15 model
calls per question. To ensure a fair comparison
based on compute, we use a self-consistency
baseline with the same number of model calls
per confidence estimate (Section 3). We report improvements based on the best rank aggregation method for
each model in Table 2. Even for a small number of model calls, relative confidences show improvements over
self-consistency prompting. Further scaling up the number of relative confidence comparisons per question
increases the improvements of relative confidence estimation over self-consistency prompting. However, as
seen with GPT-4o, for some models further scaling model calls may show diminishing returns due to inherent
noise in the model’s confidence preferences.

Different methods for rank aggregation. We evaluate multiple rank aggregation methods for
converting relative confidence preferences into scalar scores. Relative confidence estimation with any rank
aggregation method outperforms direct and self-consistency prompting (Figure 4) (except for slightly
underperforming self-consistency prompting with Claude 3.5 Sonnet). While differences in the performance
of the rank aggregation methods is small, TrueSkill is the best method for most models, except for Gemini
1.5 Pro where Bradley-Terry performs best and GPT-4o where Elo rating performs best.

TrueSkill explicitly models player skill levels as probability distributions instead of single point estimates, as in
Elo rating and Bradley-Terry. This allows it to capture uncertainty in each player’s skill rating and update it
as they participate in more games, which may allow this method to be more robust to the noise in the relative
comparison data. In general, for relative confidence estimation with a new model, we would recommend
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Category Dataset Direct Hybrid SC Elo Rating TrueSkill Bradley-Terry
GPQA 0.480 0.421 0.530 0.528 0.522
MedQA 0.923 0.931 0.944 0.943 0.943
OBQA 0.971 0.983 0.987 0.986 0.987
Physics 0.898 0.914 0.940 0.944 0.946
Algebra 0.655 0.743 0.722 0.710 0.694
Chem 0.741 0.700 0.795 0.806 0.802

STEM

Security 0.880 0.913 0.930 0.927 0.922
Law 0.859 0.872 0.872 0.867 0.867

Ethics 0.960 0.969 0.962 0.962 0.959
Econ 0.799 0.824 0.837 0.833 0.833Social Sciences

Policy 0.962 0.965 0.983 0.983 0.980
TQA 0.906 0.935 0.908 0.911 0.911
CSQA 0.864 0.900 0.886 0.887 0.884Commonsense

Reasoning SIQA 0.855 0.884 0.905 0.905 0.908
Average 0.840 0.854 0.872 0.871 0.868

Table 3: GPT-4o AUCs All Methods. We show the dataset-level results for GPT-4o, for the Direct and
Hybrid SC absolute confidence baselines and for relative confidence estimation with different rank aggregation
methods (Elo Rating, TrueSkill, Bradley-Terry). Relative confidences outperform absolute confidences for the
majority of STEM and social science datasets, while absolute confidences with self-consistency tend to work
better for commonsense reasoning tasks.

starting with TrueSkill rank aggregation. The online learning paradigm of Elo rating and TrueSkill may also
be particularly suited to environments where confidence judgments accumulate over time, leading to more
refined confidence estimates (i.e. confidences of a medical chatbot improving as it helps more patients), in
contrast to Bradley-Terry where confidence scores are optimized over the full dataset of judgments at once.

6 Related Work

Confidence Estimation. Recent studies have explored confidence estimation in language models. Kadavath
et al. (2022) measure the calibration of outputted log probabilities from language models and find that
models generally demonstrate good calibration on true/false and multiple-choice tasks. They also show
that models can better estimate their confidence in an answer by comparing multiple answers for a given
question. Our approach instead asks models to compare their confidence across different questions and finds
this leads to reliable confidence estimates. Shrivastava et al. (2023) show that absolute linguistic confidence
estimation (e.g. “Score your confidence from 0-1”) is a hard problem for closed models, and confidences
for closed models can instead be estimated by transferring log probabilities from open models. Our work
instead focuses on linguistic confidence estimates, without needing access to a model’s log probabilities.
Other works on linguistic confidence estimation use self-consistency-like methods to sample multiple answers
and corresponding confidences from models and aggregate them (Xiong et al., 2023). We compare relative
confidence estimation with the best performing self-consistency technique from Xiong et al. (2023) and find
that relative confidences tend to outperform self-consistency based estimates. Other approaches fine-tune
language models to improve confidence estimation (Lin et al., 2022), while our method elicits better estimates
without requiring further training.

LMs as Evaluators. Several works also use language models to evaluate the quality of a model’s responses.
GPTScore (Fu et al., 2023) and LLM-as-a-judge (Zheng et al., 2023) use LMs to provide automated scoring
or feedback on different aspects of text quality as an alternative to traditional text evaluation metrics such as
ROUGE and BLEU. These approaches are similar to absolute linguistic confidence estimation (“Score your
confidence from 0-1”). Other works use LMs to evaluate their responses through either a numerical score
or natural language feedback to improve their own generations. This can occur through search at decoding
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time (Yao et al., 2023), prompting the model to self-correct its responses using its feedback (Madaan et al.,
2023; Bai et al., 2022), or by aligning a model using its own reward signals (Yuan et al., 2024). Linguistic
confidence estimation relates to self-evaluation with LMs, since we ask models to evaluate their own confidence
levels.

Learning from Human Preference Data. Several approaches have improved language models across
diverse attributes (safety, fluency, etc.) by deriving a reward signal from human preferences. These preferences
are typically framed as relative judgments by asking annotators to select their preferred output from a
pair or set of responses for a given input, instead of asking them to directly score the quality of a single
response (Ouyang et al., 2022; Ziegler et al., 2019; Christiano et al., 2017). Motivated by this framing, we
elicit relative confidence judgments from LMs and use these to produce more reliable confidence scores.

Rank Aggregation. There is a rich body of work studying the problem of rank aggregation––converting
partial orderings over a set into a better total ordering (Arrow, 1951; Tideman, 1987; Kemeny & Snell, 1978;
Dwork et al., 2001). This problem is common in domains such as sports and competitive games, election
voting, and product recommendations. Our work leverages popular rank aggregation algorithms such as Elo
rating (Elo, 1978), TrueSkill (Herbrich et al., 2006), and Bradley-Terry (Bradley & Terry, 1952) to convert
the pairwise confidence preferences from a model into a total ordering of questions and corresponding answers
by confidence. Other approaches such as Rank Centrality (Negahban et al., 2012) model rank aggregation
through a Markov Chain and use the stationary distribution to determine the rank of each item.

Calibration and Selective Classification. The quality of confidence estimates is often measured through
calibration—by determining how grounded the confidences are in true correctness (Murphy & Winkler, 1977;
DeGroot & Fienberg, 1983; Naeini et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2017b), typically through the expected calibration
error (ECE). However, the ECE cannot capture how well confidences distinguish between correct and incorrect
examples: outputting the same confidence for all examples can lead to perfect ECE if the confidence matches
the average model accuracy. This leads us to focus on selective classification (El-Yaniv & Wiener, 2010;
Khani et al., 2016; Feng et al., 2019; Jones et al., 2021) which measures if the model “knows what it doesn’t
know” and can achieve high accuracy by abstaining on examples where it is uncertain.

7 Discussion

As users increasingly interact with language models through chat interfaces, estimating linguistic confidences
by asking the model about its confidence in natural language has become increasingly important. Most current
approaches rely on absolute confidence estimates, where the model is asked to judge its confidence for a question
in isolation, e.g., “rate your confidence on a scale of 0-1.” However, prior work shows that models struggle with
absolute confidence estimation, as they are not specifically trained to produce such estimates (Zhou et al.,
2023). As a result, they tend to default to a narrow range of coarse-grained confidences for most questions
(e.g., 0.9, 0.95), which fail to convey meaningful distinctions in certainty to users (Shrivastava et al., 2023).

In contrast, relative preferences are ubiquitous in real life, from ranking players in games to conducting A/B
testing for products. Relative preferences are also highly effective in machine learning. For example, relative
annotations of generation quality lead to better reward estimates in RLHF, and models are shown to be
better calibrated on multiple-choice questions (Kadavath et al., 2022), which also involve relative judgments.

Given the challenges with absolute confidence estimation, we propose a shift towards relative confidence
estimation. Rather than asking models to directly generate confidence scores, we ask them to instead provide
confidence preferences by comparing their confidence levels across pairs of questions. These preferences can
then be converted into confidence scores using rank aggregation methods, such as Elo rating (Elo, 1978) and
the Bradley-Terry model (Bradley & Terry, 1952). By framing confidence estimation as a simpler binary
decision—“more confident” or “less confident”—we reduce the complexity of the task and eliminate the need
for models to generate fine-grained confidence scores in isolation. To our best knowledge, we are the first
work to approach confidence estimation through the lens of relative comparisons.

Our method is further motivated by the notion that, for any given task, questions can be ranked along a
spectrum of difficulty for a given model. Harder questions, which the model is more likely to answer incorrectly,
should correspond to lower confidence scores. Relative confidence estimation leverages this principle, using
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pairwise confidence comparisons and rank aggregation to approximate a ranking of questions by “difficulty”,
thereby producing more meaningful confidence estimates.

We show the effectiveness of relative confidence estimation over absolute confidence estimation across a broad
range of question answering tasks, demonstrating improved confidence estimates for five state-of-the-art
language models.

8 Future Work

Eliciting Confidence Preference Data. There can be several different ways of eliciting relative confidence
judgments. Prompts could allow for ties in confidence or compare confidence across more than two questions.
Kahneman-Tversky Optimization (KTO) (Ethayarajh et al., 2024) for LM alignment achieves DPO (Rafailov
et al., 2023) levels of performance by using binary signals of desirability for generations. We can apply
KTO to confidence preference data generation by asking for binary signals—–confident or not—–and then
converting these into relative judgments, ranking “not confident” answers below “confident” ones.

Rank Aggregation. In this work, we explore the most popular rank aggregation methods like
Elo rating (Elo, 1978), Bradley-Terry (Bradley & Terry, 1952), and TrueSkill (Herbrich et al., 2006). Another
approach to rank aggregation is to represent preference data as a graph, with nodes as questions and directed
edges reflecting match outcomes between questions. Since the outcome of some of these matchups can be
inconsistent and non-transitive, algorithms like Rank Centrality (Negahban et al., 2012), PageRank (Page
et al., 1999), and Minimum Feedback Arc Set (Vahidi & Koutis, 2024) could be used to reduce cycles in the
graph and better manage these inconsistencies.

Confidence Estimation for Longform Generations. While we benchmark on multiple-choice
tasks, relative confidence estimation can also extend to longform generation. Log probabilities on answer
tokens are commonly used for confidence estimation in multiple-choice tasks, but token-level uncertainty
doesn’t translate well to longform sequences. Moreover, there may be different levels of uncertainty associated
with different aspects of a longform generation, e.g. how complete a generation, vs how factual it is, etc.
Relative confidence estimation could produce fine-grained confidence scores for different attributes of a
longform response by adjusting the prompt for confidence preferences accordingly.

Alignment with Relative Confidence. Works like Tian et al. (2023) explore using absolute
confidence scores to align language models for different attributes such as factuality, without human
annotations (RLAIF). Since relative confidences are more calibrated than absolute confidences, we can
instead use relative confidences to construct preference pairs for aligning models on different attributes.

Curriculum Learning with Difficulty Estimates. We also explore generating relative confi-
dence judgments without revealing model answers (Section 5). These scores correspond to difficulty ratings,
which could inform curriculum learning by first training on lower-difficulty examples.
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A Appendix

A.1 Full AUC Results

Category Dataset Direct Hybrid SC Elo Rating TrueSkill Bradley-Terry
GPQA 0.441 0.457 0.454 0.460 0.466
MedQA 0.904 0.920 0.893 0.900 0.901
OBQA 0.979 0.984 0.984 0.984 0.985
Physics 0.909 0.911 0.925 0.928 0.927
Algebra 0.802 0.811 0.806 0.805 0.804
Chem 0.832 0.840 0.864 0.854 0.850

STEM

Security 0.920 0.930 0.934 0.930 0.917
Law 0.789 0.809 0.799 0.815 0.816

Ethics 0.956 0.964 0.971 0.970 0.966
Econ 0.798 0.822 0.825 0.829 0.819Social Sciences

Policy 0.991 0.995 0.982 0.980 0.982
TQA 0.880 0.889 0.918 0.917 0.917
CSQA 0.885 0.887 0.873 0.869 0.872Commonsense

Reasoning SIQA 0.861 0.897 0.861 0.856 0.863
Average 0.853 0.865 0.863 0.864 0.863

Table 4: Claude 3.5 Sonnet AUCs All Methods. We show the dataset-level results for Claude 3.5
Sonnet, for the Direct and Hybrid SC absolute confidence baselines and for relative confidence estimation with
different rank aggregation methods (Elo Rating, TrueSkill, Bradley-Terry). Relative confidences outperform
absolute confidence baselines for 9 out of 14 datasets across STEM, social science, and commonsense reasoning.
On average, relative confidences closely match the performance of the best absolute confidence methods (only
0.1% lower AUC than self-consistency prompting).

Category Dataset Direct Hybrid SC Elo Rating TrueSkill Bradley-Terry
GPQA 0.395 0.424 0.410 0.409 0.413
MedQA 0.794 0.831 0.725 0.786 0.792
OBQA 0.955 0.959 0.979 0.985 0.985
Physics 0.878 0.922 0.927 0.936 0.934
Algebra 0.603 0.612 0.629 0.651 0.640
Chem 0.717 0.762 0.806 0.851 0.842

STEM

Security 0.868 0.863 0.850 0.824 0.837
Law 0.695 0.727 0.766 0.776 0.778

Ethics 0.903 0.910 0.949 0.954 0.957
Econ 0.684 0.734 0.747 0.732 0.736Social Sciences

Policy 0.961 0.957 0.980 0.979 0.978
TQA 0.876 0.891 0.861 0.853 0.854
CSQA 0.835 0.889 0.860 0.869 0.872Commonsense

Reasoning SIQA 0.854 0.874 0.840 0.854 0.848
Average 0.787 0.811 0.809 0.818 0.819

Table 5: Gemini 1.5 Pro AUCs All Methods. We show the dataset-level AUC results for Gemini 1.5
Pro. On average, relative confidence estimation with Bradley-Terry leads to the best AUC with a 3.2%
improvement over direct prompting and a 0.8% improvement over self-consistency prompting.
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Category Dataset Direct Hybrid SC Elo Rating TrueSkill Bradley-Terry
GPQA 0.393 0.383 0.377 0.404 0.394
MedQA 0.841 0.893 0.870 0.875 0.864
OBQA 0.966 0.979 0.990 0.990 0.989
Physics 0.818 0.851 0.908 0.918 0.917
Algebra 0.587 0.650 0.642 0.651 0.663
Chem 0.682 0.774 0.797 0.805 0.795

STEM

Security 0.911 0.916 0.933 0.927 0.922
Law 0.716 0.741 0.722 0.753 0.754

Ethics 0.870 0.915 0.908 0.914 0.911
Econ 0.634 0.638 0.717 0.714 0.725Social Sciences

Policy 0.959 0.973 0.970 0.971 0.971
TQA 0.892 0.926 0.865 0.869 0.872
CSQA 0.831 0.868 0.835 0.841 0.837Commonsense

Reasoning SIQA 0.851 0.872 0.886 0.888 0.887
Average 0.782 0.813 0.816 0.823 0.821

Table 6: GPT-4 AUCs All Methods. For GPT-4, relative confidences with TrueSkill lead to the best
average AUC with a 4.1% improvement over direct prompting and a 1.0% improvement over self-consistency.

A.2 Average AUROC Results

Model Direct Hybrid SC Elo Rating TrueSkill Bradley-Terry
Llama 3.1 405B 0.575 0.774 0.849 0.856 0.852

GPT-4 0.642 0.730 0.708 0.719 0.713
Gemini 1.5 Pro 0.627 0.700 0.689 0.713 0.712

GPT-4o 0.698 0.774 0.762 0.763 0.758
Claude 3.5 Sonnet 0.685 0.726 0.711 0.713 0.713

Average Across Models 0.645 0.741 0.744 0.753 0.749

Table 7: Model AUROCs. Relative confidences with TrueSkill lead to the best average AUROC for 2 out
of 5 models, and a 10.8% gain over direct prompting and a 1.2% gain over self-consistency across all models.

A.3 Hyperparameters

Following are the hyperparameters involved for each rank aggregation method of relative confidence estimation.

Elo rating. initial scores, K, # iterations

TrueSkill. µ, σ, β, τ

Bradley-Terry. maximum # iterations, λ for regularization

We use the following fixed set of hyperparameters for datasets which do not have a sufficient validation set
for hyperparameter tuning of a hundred examples or more beyond their test set.

Elo Rating TrueSkill Bradley-Terry
Initial Score K # iterations µ σ β τ max # iterations λ

1000 400 1 25.0 µ
3.0

µ
6.0

µ
300.0 5 0.01

Table 8: Rank Aggregation Hyperparameter Values.
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For the datasets which have a hundred or more examples in their train or validation sets, we select a hundred
examples to use for tuning the following hyperparameters to achieve the best AUC on this held-out set.

Algorithm Parameter Values
Elo Rating # iters [1-20]

TrueSkill
σ [ µ

3.0 , µ
2.5 , µ

2.2 , µ
2.0 ]

β [ µ
6.0 , µ

5.0 , µ
4.0 , µ

3.0 ]
τ [ µ

300.0 , µ
250.0 , µ

200.0 , µ
150.0 ]

Bradley-Terry max # iters [1-20]

Table 9: Rank Aggregation Hyperparameter Ranges.

A.4 Prompts

Linguistic Confidence Prompt
Answer the following question to the best of your ability, and provide a score
between 0 and 1 to indicate the confidence you have in your answer. Confi-
dence scores closer to 0 indicate you have less confidence in your answer, while
scores closer to 1 indicate you have more confidence in your answer. You must
answer the question with one of the valid choices. You must provide only a single answer.

Question: This is a question
(A) first answer
(B) second answer
(C) third answer
(D) fourth answer
(E) fifth answer
Answer: (D)
Confidence: 0.4

Question: This is another question
(A) first answer
(B) second answer
(C) third answer
(D) fourth answer
(E) fifth answer
Answer: (A)
Confidence: 0.7

CoT Relative Confidence Prompt
Here are two questions and your answers to those questions. Which question are you
more confident in answering correctly and why? Respond in the following format: ‘I am
more confident that I correctly answered question <your selected question>, because
<your reasoning>.’

Difficulty Prompt
Here are two questions. Which question is more difficult? Respond in the following
format: ‘<your selected question> is more difficult.’
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